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CUTICru ea#rarrs: 

le The risk assessment plan does not include tl diteusojon o f  how rlsk 
assasswant will k conducted across an 
m#rber of rites. A plan for strttstlcal y Mo'iyZlIi data ahd arganlring 
rlsk assessment acttvltias both wtthtn and ~ C W B Q  t B sltes needs t o  be 
Included. Ths f ield samplfng plnn 1s faeuwd Oh gltii specific 
invost~gations. The data that are belng callected on an aperabla unft 
basir, ouch as stream and sediment data should be intsgratsd in to  II 
Pac41 Ity-wlde oranarlo+ 

e. The. methodology for telectihg contmtnants of concern I s  inedequateL 
According to  the Raw chart presented in Figure $4, a contwinant could ba 
loxcluded fpom the risk assessment 11 the conimlnant 1s detected In only one 
saarple (data Sat; of 20 and ths contanlnant i o  not detected i n  an area whatvr 
eoncentvatlons wceed 1 0 tiares the man concantration for t h a t  contaminant. 
Hawever, these criterla are not memlngfirl, especla'lly fur a data set o f  20 
because c~ncentratOon for contaatinmnto detaeted only once can never exceed 
10 tlaes the m ~ n  concentration. thus,  tha cartaminant would always bs 
excluded, #van if i t  exceeds background or hea'lth-basad crlterla. In 
additiont concentratians that do not nxceod 1/10 health/enviromntal 
criteria rCll be excluded. These cpftefla am defined in  the text as 

regnte area nhlch includes B 
a T 

I 

3. The wkplan attempts t~ control futuro work by using technlcsl 
w r a n d a .  This qpmach was apparently developed In order t o  rmte 8 
110m affident site invertlgatlm, t.e.) sMlpling, will not b ! oeked i n  
place prlor t o  site survey Information. In cneroil, thls i s  a ood 
a proach,.hmver what t a  lacking i s  clear d rsctlon ragadin 8cw the 

each Step wf?l  ba aid%. For ample how will thr s04l-94s results be wed 
to gslde the borings, or determiha it borin$a are needed a t  a l l .  

3 B 
S ! Ws W i l l  interact+ Criteria should be prcrvldsd os t o  how eclsians for 

Yi 
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9. 

The dIscusrbn on bedrack geology In Sactlon 1 i s  confusing, presents 
information that should be factual IR contradictor fashion, and 

8ave'Iopni af the work plan . Rect#(md that thls  sattian be deleted, 
or Muted a I t  adds Ilttlr ta  the text. 

Resolplrend that soctSon 2.8 and t . 4  bs cdAnSd. these sections should 
also be mviewed for ennsistsncy, Camonly B slte d e m i  ion will 
Wer to a leak, then a spill wizhout clrrlbtng whether t I? 81se are the 
ram or dif%reht events, Drum an8 tanb  are also used 
intmwhongeably though they mn different things. 

The discussion on the Rocky Flats Enwiwmntal Dntabrre RFEb) in 

&B pmoanted to verify or validata the Infomation In  RFEDs, Thls 
fom the W-8 work Ian i s  pmbably not the place for such a 

IS highl# quastimirbte. 

ltnarrilly deeo not prwide inferntian that is uti T i z d  fn t b  

saction 2.4 pmsertts conterns regarding tha rell~blllty 0 5 the data 

d(scusslon, but unti ! that pfoblm i s  solved, all the historkel data 

rwented IP this repork Uhlla mcagnizing the problem, a plan ahautd 

3. Section ir6r7.2, 0 .  142, first paregraph, i~7xth sentence: A mmliable 
UT recognlmble tithalogic mrker" cannot be deterwined by palynologv 
UP btagra hic studies. By definltloh a llthalogtc marker is  solacthin$ 
that can ge o b ~ e t ~ d  arid correlated without relying on 1lcrascap4c ar 
exhhurtlve pal mtolog lca l  wrk. 

de osltional hlstary 04 the No. 1 Sandrtone destrl Pko d here does no% 

pr6mrved in the stratfgriphic record, It I s  oxtreftely unlikely tha t  3 
raeahdarfng rivar depositlonet system -Id be reflected 1t1 the rock 
record by slrapie sinuous, continuous, channels. Also Isopach ma s are 
not based on geoiagic models, mdels are bared on Isopath W ~ S ,  fhe 
mps and cPbss-sectSotls provided (Fi 
consistently present the presence mf%cbssr o f  the rohds. These 
data are frds that should hat bs modified t o  fft &. 
s t a b m t  regrrdtng *mm than one fining upnard 4iequenctt.' The 

4. Sactlon 1.6,7.2, p. 2-23, third and fourth paraggr hs: The 

ra P ate t a  currbnt knowledge uf hw dcpoSttfona1 envirmmnts are 

8 le10 Eo 1-26} do not 

6- Ssctrion 1.6-7.2, p, 1-24, fourth paregraph: Please clarify the 
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f011owhg dIscuss3on Implles ahat each lacat<clh had 3b fining UpWard 
stiepuclrce. 

6. StsctQan 1&7,2,  p. 1-26, first urd second pangrsphrs: The diteuss4ans 
on potsibla groundwatw f law dlrectiorra are not sufficiently developad 
or supported. The general btat-t that, 4 t  ts mra Ilkely that 
grolmduatfir be pmsent in the 6RRdStOnh rathdr than ChYStbfie Os 
probably correct, provldihg that the sandslane arid claystan0 differ in 
aV@Pdl  poroslty and mability. Tha strteMnts regilrdhg flaw 

this sandstone i s  confined, then trydrrulic 
CQntWt the flow dimctlon. 

7 .  rtguves 1-19 end 1-20: The data batwin thmse fi urns do not match. 
1 Par instance Flgwe 1-26 shows a Em foot l~apec i! i n  the southern 

channel, nhlie figure 1-19 shm no contours tn that ir88. Also the 
mst In the north shows the sum banholes io different contour 
9ntewals far each map. P’lenoo praul& a conofttmtt 4sopoch map for 
the area. 

borehale should not vary betman intarpwtatians. Please provide one 
set of strat9grrphlc thicknesses per borehole usad on the core 
dctcrlptl on. 

e, directions follawlng r he channels is  not tu portad by m evidence* If 
ad diffemncas will 

8, Flgurn 1-41 ta  1-25; The thickness of the untta presented 8t  each 

9. Tabls 1-5 and 1-71: This tnfornatton codd ba prereaZtzd in  an appandjr. 

10. Swtlon 2.3 p. 2-3: The inibmtion iR this saction could be camblned 
with tha Infomation presantd In Z a 4 a  Thls section brings UP r i i i ~ ~ ~  
‘ tqlcs at each rfte, which am not d4seuraed until 2.4& Also, thls 
~eclion includes a dfscussfon o f  historical information which is also 
C O V W ~ ~  h 2.4, The only way far 4 reader to fully understand each 
sit8 t o  take apart the repwt and read 2.3 and Z.4 stde-by-side. 

11. Seetion 2.3.3, p. 2-6r fourth paragraph: P7erse pravlda tnfomatlon on 
how IHSS 123.2 I s  baSng jnvertigatd, 

12. Section f ,3.3* p. 2-6, fifth porrgmph: T ~ S  actlam taken, dikes and 

13. Sect-lun Z A 7 ,  pa 2-10, second and third paragraphs: Please clarify 
the dates of  tank constwrtttm and the mfemnces rovided, It muld 
~ N I  that it w l d  bcr posifble ta wP1m an ertluded corrstrrictlon date 
thsn a range nf nlne years, 

&mt* darl fy the rarlaur dapths presented here, 

ear t a  indicate that the problem was larger than a 

14. Wctlons 2.3.9, p. 2-13 sacand and third par ra hsr The values 
I”Wsented Of the depth i o  tho bottom of these%& do not add-up. 

1s. Tables 2-7 to  2-36: Thelo tables could be provJded i h  an appendix, 

* .--- . . ... . .. , ._ ,_ 
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16, Sattfm 3.0 p a  3-1: The WW! ChmfCrl SpSclfiC 8 ~ b ~ h d C S  (UBs f S  
baing useti lncamt1y.  CSBS we d a ~ ~ q m ~  based on toxicologica 1 

term, Please clarify thrs intent af  ? itm standawts/bnchmrks provided, 

sentence conflict. Please prov 1 de the rsquirents crltorla for 

qroundrater systm appears to bp ts f ansr ppoblea than what i s  scopd 

inl)ortnatlon when thwe are not standards. In this CAIS~,  it appear# 
ARAR$ we belng called CSb, Wi le  In a Sense ARARs are C a s  In that 
they we perttally based on toximl leal data, Zhmy do not flt the 

17. Section 5.1.1.2, p. 5-3, third arrpr&r The first and $wand 

inatalllng grcluhdwatrr wells. 

18. Soct.lon 5.X.l,2z p. Sh4, flrst parr raph: The lnterconhectlon o f  the 

n. R~commrttt invcratlgatlonr in  this area be towdinatad 
Ate-wide chrraetmrlmtfon study. 

p. 6&17# first paragraph: P'lawa clarify the mfnFormal" 
Reetlngs rrd f ie ld  $ A"J metlng !r plan ra atlng to inveoti atfon results or scope-of-work 
wt 1 br considered "fwhalb the SMS. t at  they will document the vork 
to date or to be conpld.e$. 

Ilmitatlons of the MT ramplw chould be discussed i n  Section 5.0, with 
an appraprl&te dfocuslon of how i t s  limitrtions uill effect the 
decision making a t  the %itas. 

21. Table 6.11: P h o e  wide mlnilwftl and naxlmm number of brings, I f  
posslbls, for each f Hss. 

22. Flpura 7-1: Please add preparation of the CMS/FS, 

29. Sectton 8.2.2, p. 8-8, second paragraph: The dilrcursion an tentatively 
M n t i f i e d  campouMs (TICS) &or not qpenr adequate, Tho crjterib 
pwvlded are vague (what is the difference betwen "few" and "nmawus" 
mcumncef and potentially incorrect. Thfs area should either be 

E T ling plans a t  thh  stage of  the investigation. 

20. Section 6.4.3, p. 6-22, third psragrmph: The analytlcal suits 

batter daw 1 oped or dahted fm the wopk plan ccqletely. 

24. Section 8.2.4, p. 8-9, fimt pragrsph: Recawtrcrrd delating tbls 
I l i a  aragraph appmrs to indlcata that there 5s not 
rcctbn dctcrlbes such a rretbcdolugy. 
for c R asen contanrlnants-of-concern (COCs) I however, the 

25. Sactlon 8.2.4, p. 8-10, flwt b u l l a ,  Please define Infrequently, 

26, Section 8.2.4# p. 8-21 flrot pwagrspht The flawchart (Figure 8-3) 
does not Include mbilhy, perst8tance, or decay products as discussed 
here, please add t o  C4gur"e. 


